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u.S. Department of Justice
Civil Division, Appellate Staff
601 D Street, N.W., Room 9550
Washington, D.C. 20530

EX PARTE OR tATE FILED
Tel: (202) 514-3602
Fax: (202) 514-8151

BY HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

August 14, 1998 RECEIVED

AUG 1 4 1998
I'EDEfW.; COMMuNlcA11ON8 COMMIBsIoN

OFFICE OF llfE SECRETARY

Re: Ex Parte Presentation
In the Matter of: Communications Assistance for Law Enforcement Act
CC Docket No. 97-213

Dear Ms. Salas:

The Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation submit this notice
pursuant to Section 1. 1206(b) of the Commission's rules.

On August 13, 1998, representatives of the Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of
Investigation met with staffof the Federal Communications Commission to discuss matters related
to the joint petition for expedited rulemaking filed by the Department and the Bureau in the above
referenced matter. That meeting is the subject of another ex parte letter being filed separately today.

At the conclusion ofthe meeting, the Commission staff requested a copy ofthe 1997 wiretap
report of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts. Pursuant to that request, we are
submitting two copies of the wiretap report, along with an original and one copy of this letter.
Copies of this letter are also being provided to the Commission staff listed below.

Sincerely yours,

A..~R2f2--
Scott R. McIntosh

Attorney, Appellate Staff
Civil Division
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Report of the Director of the Administrative
Office of the United States Courts

on
Applications for Orders Authorizing or Approving

the Interception of Wire, Oral, or Electronic Communications

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 requires the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts (AO) to report to Congress the number and nature of federal and state applications for
orders authorizing or approving the interception of wire. oral, or electronic communications. The statute
requires that specific information be provided to the AO, including the offense(s) under investigation, the
location of the intercept, the cost of the surveillance, and the number of arrests, trials, and convictions that
directly result from the surveillance. This report covers intercepts concluded between January 1, 1997, and
December 31, 1997, and provides supplementary information on arrests and convictions resulting from
intercepts concluded in prior years.

From 1996 to 1997, the total number of intercepts authorized by federal and state courts increased 3
percent to 1,186, primarily due to growth in applications involving the surveillance of narcotics operations
(up 6 percent). Following a 9 percent increase in 1996. the number of applications for orders by federal
authorities declined slightly by 2 percent in 1997. The number of applications by state prosecuting officials
increased 9 percent over last year. The number of federal intercept applications authorized has grown
substantially over the last 10 years, increasing 141 percent from 1987 to 1997. In contrast, state applications
have increased 41 percent since 1987. The number of intercepts employed in drug-related investigations also
has undergone significant growth. Drug offenders were targeted in 870 of the interceptions concluded in
1997, compared to 379 in 1987, a 130% increase.

The appendix tables of this report list all intercepts reported by judges and prosecuting officials for
1997. Appendix Table A-I shows reports filed by federal judges and federal prosecuting officials. Appendix
Table B-1 presents the same information for state judges and state prosecuting officials. Appendix Tables
A-2 and B-2 contain information from the supplementary reports submitted by prosecuting officials about
additional arrests and trials in 1997 arising from intercepts initially reported in prior years.

Title 18 U.S.C. Section 2519 (2) mandates the submission of wiretap reports no later than January 31
of each year. This office, as is customary, sends a letter to the appropriate officials every year reminding them
of the statutory mandate. Nevertheless, each year reports are received after the deadline has passed. Although
the number of missing state and local prosecutors' reports was lower in 1997 compared to 1996, the number
of reports that were either late or not submitted for this year's report remains higher than usual. The AO is
grateful for the cooperation and the prompt responses we received from other officials around the nation.

Leonidas Ralph Mecham
Director

April 1998
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Applications for Orders Authorizing
or Approving the Interception of Wire, Oral,

or Electronic Communications

Reporting RequireITlents of
the Statute

Each federal and state judge is required to
file a written report with the Director of the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts
(AO) on each application for an order authorizing
the interception of a wire, oral, or electronic
communication (18 U.s.c. 2519 (l)). This report
is to be furnished within 30 days of the denial of
the application or the expiration of the court order
(after all extensions have expired). The report
must include the name of the official who applied

for the order, the offense under investigation, the
type of interception device, the general location of

the device, and the duration of the authorized
intercept.

Prosecuting officials who applied for inter
ception orders are required to submit reports to
the AO no later than January 31 on all orders that
were terminated during the previous calendar
year. These reports contain information related to
the cost of the intercept, the number of days the
intercept device was actually in operation, the

total number of intercepts. and the number of

incriminating intercepts recorded. Results such as
arrests. trials, convictions. and the number of

motions to suppress evidence related directly to
the use of intercepts are also noted.

Neither the judges' reports nor the prosecut
ing officials' reports contain the names, addresses,
or phone numbers of the parties investigated. The
AO is not authorized to collect this information.

This report tabulates the number of applica
tions for interceptions that were granted or de
nied, as reported by judges, as well as the number
of authorizations for which interception devices
were installed. as reported by prosecuting offi
cials. No statistics are available on the number of
devices installed for each authorization.

No report to the AO is required when an
order is issued with the consent of one of the
principal parties to the communication. Examples
of such situations include the use of a wire inter
ception to investigate obscene phone calls: the
intercepticm ofa communication to which a police
officer or police informant is a party; the use of a

body microphone: or the use of only a pen register
(a mechanical device attached to a telephone line
to record on paper tape all numbers dialed from
that line).

Regulations

The Director of the AO is empowered to

develop and revise the reporting regulations and
reporting forms for collecting information on in

tercepts. Copies of the regulations, the reporting
forms. and the federal wiretapping statute may be
obtained by writing to the Administrative Office of
the United States Courts, Statistics Division, Wash
ington, D.C. 20544.

The Attorney General of the United States,
the Deputy Attorney General, the Associate Attor

ney General, any Assistant Attorney General, any
acting Assistant Attorney General, or any specially

designated Deputy Assistant Attorney General in

the Criminal Division ofthe Department ofJustice

may authorize an application to a federal judge for
an order authorizing the interception of wire. oral,
or electronic communications. On the state level,

applications are made by a prosecuting attorney
"if such attorney is authorized by a statute of that

State to make application to a State court judge of
competent jurisdiction.... "

Many wiretap orders are related to large
scale criminal investigations that cross county and
state boundaries. Consequently, arrests, trials,

and convictions resulting from these interceptions
often do not occur within the same year as the



installation of the intercept device. Under 18
U.S.c. 2519(2), prosecuting officials must file
supplementary reports on additional court or po
lice activity that occurs as a result of intercepts
reported in prior years. Appendix Tables A-2 and
B-2 describe the additional activity reported by
prosecuting officials in their supplementary re
ports.

Table 1 shows that 45 jurisdictions (the
federal government, the District of Columbia, the
Virgin Islands, and 42 states) currently have laws
that authorize courts to issue orders permitting
wire, oral, or electronic surveillance. During 1997,
a total of 24 jurisdictions used at least one of these
three types of surveillance as an investigative tool.

Summary and Analysis of
Reports by Judges

Data on applications for wiretaps terminated
during calendar year 1997 appear in Appendix
Tables A-I (federal) and B-1 (state). The reporting
numbers used in the appendix tables are reference
numbers assigned by the AO; these numbers do
not correspond to the authorization or application

Federal and State Wiretap Authorizations

/ItIrrtler of authorizations

numbers used by the reporting jurisdictions. The
same reference number is used for any supplemen
tal information reported for a communications
intercept in future volumes of the Wiretap Report.

A total of 1,186 applications were autho
rized in 1997, an increase of 3 percent from 1996.
Judges approved all applications. A total of 569
applications were approved by federal judges in
1997, a decline of 2 percent over the previous
year. The 2 percent decrease in federal applica
tions in 1997 follows a 9 percent increase in 1996.
Approvals of applications by statejudges increased
9 percent to 617. Wiretap applications in New
York (304 applications), New Jersey (70 applica
tions) , and Florida (57 applications) accounted
for 70 percent of all authorizations approved by

state judges.

Authorized Length
of Intercepts

Table 2 presents the number of intercept
orders issued in each jurisdiction that prOVided
reports, the number of amended intercept orders
issued, the number of extensions granted, the
average length of the original authorizations and

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

• Federal
State

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Calendar Year
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FedIraI andState WIretap Idhortzatials
Percent of Total Authorizations

S1ate
64.9%

Federal
35.1%

S1ate
52.0%

Federal
48.0%

1987

their extensions, the total number of days the
intercepts were actually in operation, and the
nature of the location where each interception of
communications occurred. Most state laws limit
the period of surveillance under an original order
to 30 days. This period, however, can be length
ened by one or more extensions if the authorizing
judge determines that additional time for surveil
lance is warranted.

During 1997, the average length of an origi
nal authorization was 28 days, the same as the
average length for an extension. A total of 1.028
extensions were requested and authorized in 1997,
up 16 percent from last year. The wiretapping of
a digital display pager to investigate a narcotics
operation in Arizona led to the longest federal
intercept. The original 3D-day order was extended
14 times to complete the 430-day investigation.
The longest state intercept occurred in Queens,
New York, where a 540-day larceny investigation
required a 3D-day order to be extended 17 times.
In contrast, 43 state intercepts were each in opera
tion for less than a week.

Location

The most common location for the place
ment of wiretaps in 1997 was a "single-family
dwelling." a type of location that includes houses.
rowhouses. townhouses, and duplexes. Table 2
shows that in 1997 a total of 23 percent (273

8

1997

wiretaps) of all intercept devices were authorized
for single-family dwellings; 9 percent (l08 wire
taps) were authorized for apartments; and 7 per
cent (78 wiretaps) were authorized for business
establishments such as restaurants and hotels.
Since the enactment ofthe Electronic Communica
tions Privacy Act of 1986, a specific location need
not be cited in a federal application if the applica
tion contains a statement explaining why such
specification is not practical or shows that the
person under investigation is purposely thwarting
an investigation by changing locations (see 18
U.s.C. 2518 (II)). In these cases, prosecutors use
"roVing" wiretaps to target a specific person rather
than a specific telephone or location. For the 1997
report, federal authorities reported that they em
ployed "rOVing" wiretaps for one extortion opera
tion in the District of Massachusetts and for three
narcotics investigations located in the Eastern
District of New York, the Southern District of New
York, and the Eastern District of Virginia. On the
state leveL eight roving wiretaps were used: one in
New Jersey for a gambling investigation, and two
in Illinois, four in New York, and one in Wiscon
sin for narcotics operations. Forty-five percent of
intercept applications (529 applications) speci
fied "other" locations. Applications specifying other
locations, which include mobile telephones, elec
tronic pagers, and cellular telephones, have been
increasing in recent years with the proliferation of



these types of communication devices. During the
19905, the percentage of applications designating
other locations for the placement of intercepts has
grown twofold, and over the last 10 years has
shown a fivefold increase. Combinations of loca
tions were cited in 16 percent of federal and state
applications (185 applications) in 1997.

in 1997. Nationwide, gambling (98 applications)
and racketeering (93 applications), which were
the next most frequently cited offenses after nar
cotics, were each cited in 8 percent of intercept
applications as the most serious offenses under
investigation in 1997.

Offenses
Violations of narcotics laws remain the most

prevalent types of offenses investigated through
communications intercepts. Table 3 indicates that
73 percent of all applications for intercepts (870
cases) authorized in 1997 cited "narcotics" as the
most serious offense under investigation. Many
applications for court orders indicated several
criminal offenses under investigation, but Table 3
includes only the most serious criminal offense
named in an application. The use of federal inter
cepts to conduct drug investigations was most
common in the Central District of California (59
applications). On the state level, the New York
City Special Narcotics Bureau conducted the most
drug investigations in 1997, with the number of
authorizations obtained for drug-related inter
cepts more than doubling from 78 in 1996 to 161

Summary and Analysis
of Reports by
Prosecuting Officials

In accordance with 18 U.S.c. 2519(2),
prosecuting officials must submit reports to the
AO no later than January 31 of each year for
intercepts terminated during the previous calen
dar year. Appendix Tables A-I and B-1 contain
information from all prosecutors' reports submit
ted for 1997. Judges submitted 73 reports for
which the AO received no corresponding reports
from prosecuting officials. For these authoriza
tions, the phrase "No Prosecutor's Report" appears
in the appendix tables. Some of the prosecutors'
reports may have been received too late to include
in this report, and some prosecutors delayed filing
reports to avoid jeopardizing ongoing investiga
tions. Information received after the reporting

Drugs as the Major Offense

1000

162liI6
352

294 3D3

400

600

800

200

o
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

calendar

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

• Drugs ...Other Offenses

9



deadline will be included in next year's Wiretap
Report.

Nature of Intercepts
Of the 1,186 communication interceptions

authorized in 1997, a total of 1,094 intercept
devices actually were installed. Table 4 presents
information on the average number of intercepts
per order, the number of persons whose conversa
tions were intercepted, the total number of com
munications intercepted, and the number of
incriminating intercepts. Wiretaps varied exten
sively with respect to the above characteristics.
The average number of interceptions per day in
1997 ranged from 0 to nearly 400. The most
active federal intercept occurred in the Southern
District of New York, where a 47-day narcotics
investigation resulted in an average of 422 inter
ceptions per day. For state authorizations, the
most active investigation was a 20-day gambling
operation by the New York Organized Crime Task
Force that produced an average of 396 intercepts
per day. Nationwide, in 1997 the average number
of persons whose conversations were intercepted
per order in which intercepts were installed was
197. The average number of conversations inter
cepted was 2,081 per wiretap, 20 percent ofwhich
produced incriminating evidence (418 intercepts).

Table 6 presents the type of surveillance
device used for each intercept installed. The most
common method of surveillance was the tele
phone wiretap, which accounted for 69 percent
(756 cases) of intercepts installed in 1997. Elec
tronic devices such as digital display pagers, voice
pagers. cellular phones, and electronic mail con
stituted 19 percent (206 cases) of intercept de
vices installed; microphones were used in 3 percent
of intercepts. A combination of devices was in
volved in 9 percent of intercepts (97 cases).

Costs of Intercepts
The average cost of intercept devices re

mained stable relative to last year: the average cost
of an intercept order in 1997 was $61,176. Table
5, which provides a summary of expenses related
to intercept orders in 1997, reflects the cost of
installing intercept devices and monitoring com
munications for the 1,029 authorizations for which
reports included cost data. For federal wiretaps for
which expenses were reported in 1997. the aver-

In

age cost increased 1 percent to $82,107. The
average cost of a state wiretap rose 3 percent to
$37,137 in 1997. For additional information, see
Appendix Tables A-I (federal) & B-1 (state).

Arrests and Convictions
Federal and state prosecutors often note the

importance of electronic surveillance in obtaining
arrests and convictions. For example, a federal
wiretap in the District of Columbia led to the
conviction of all 15 persons arrested. Prosecutors
commented that the intercepts in this narcotics
investigation were "instrumental in providing di
rect evidence to convince defendants to enter plea
agreements and cooperate with the government."
A federal wiretap in the Southern District of Cali
fornia resulted in the seizure of 1.874 kilograms of
cocaine and $1,343,000 in cash. and led to the
conviction of9 of the 16 persons arrested. On the
state level, the District Attorney's Office in Bronx
County, New York, noted that "the interceptions
led to the arrest and indictment of numerous
individuals who would otherwise have evaded
arrest and prosecution." Of the 28 persons ar
rested in this 110-day narcotics operation, 21
persons were convicted. A state intercept in Mesa
County, Colorado, led to the conviction of 10 of
the 14 persons arrested. Prosecutors reported that
"without the interceptions there would not have
been sufficient information to prosecute the main
targets for the racketeering charges which in
cluded the full scope of their operation."

Table 6 presents the numbers of persons
arrested and convicted as a result of interceptions
terminated in 1997. As of December 31. 1997. a
total of 3,086 persons were arrested based on
electronic surveillance activity, 25 percent more
than in 1996. A total of 542 persons were con
victed in 1997, representing a conviction rate of
18 percent. slightly lower than the 1996 convic
tion rate of 20 percent. Federal wiretaps were
responsible for the majority of convictions in
1997 (54 percent). A two-week wiretap of an
apartment in the District of Columbia produced
the most convictions of any single federal inter
cept in 1997. This narcotics investigation resulted
in the conviction of all 15 persons arrested. The
most effective state intercept in terms of the num
ber of convictions occurred in Queens County.
New York, where the State Attorney's Office re-



Average Cost of Wiretaps
Average Cost (in Thousands of Dollars)

70

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Calendar Year

ported that a single intercept led to the conviction
of 25 of the 41 persons arrested in this narcotics
investigation. Because criminal cases involving
the use of electronic surveillance may still be
under active investigation. the results of many of
the intercepts concluded in 1997 may not have
been reported. Prosecutors will report the costs.
arrests, trials, motions to suppress evidence. and
convictions related directly to these intercepts in
future supplementary reports. which will be noted
in Appendix Tables A-2 or B-2 of subsequent
volumes of the Wiretap Repon.

SUInInary of Reports for
Years Ending DeceInber
31,1987 Through 1997

Table 7 proVides a historical summary of
information on intercepts reported from 1987 to
1997. The table specifies the number of intercept
applications requested. denied, authorized, and
installed, and the number of extensions granted;
the average length of original orders and exten
sions; the locations of intercepts; the major of
fenses investigated; average costs; and the average
number of persons intercepted. communications
intercepted. and incriminating intercepts. From
1987 to 1997, the number of intercept applica
tions authorized increased 76 percent (up 513

11

applications). The majority of wiretaps involved
drug-related investigations, ranging from 56 per
cent of all applications authorized in 1987 to 73
percent in 1997. The average number of incrimi
nating intercepts remained relatively stable, in
creasing slightly from 36 percent of intercepts
installed in 1987 to 38 percent in 1997.

Supplementary Reports

Under 18 U.s.C. 2519(2), prosecuting offi
cials must file supplementary reports on addi
tional court or police activity occurring as a result
of intercepts reported in prior years. Because many
wiretap orders are related to large-scale criminal
investigations that cross county and state bound
aries, supplementary reports are necessary to fulfill
reporting requirements. Arrests, trials, and con
victions resulting from these interceptions often
do not occur within the same year in which the
intercept was first reported. Appendix Tables A-2
and B-2 provide detailed data from all supplemen
tary reports submitted.

During 1997. a total of 1,762 arrests, 2.352
convictions, and additional costs of $2,421,992
resulted from wiretaps completed in previousyears.
Table 8 summarizes additional prosecution activ
ity by jurisdiction for intercepts terminated in the
years noted. Most of the additional activity re
ported in 1997 involved wiretaps terminated in



1996. Intercepts concluded in 1996 led to 61
percent of arrests, 47 percent of convictions, and
93 percent of expenditures reported in 1997 for
wiretaps terminated in prior years. Table 9 reflects
the total number of arrests and convictions result-

12

ing from intercepts terminated in calendar years
1987 through 1997.



Table 1
Jurisdictions With Statutes Authorizing the Interception

of Wire, Oral, or Electronic Communications
Effective During the Period January 1Through December 31, 1997*

Jurisdiction

Federal
Alaska
Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Reported Use of
Statutory Citation·· Wiretap in 1997

18:2510 - 2520 Yes
12.37 No
13-3007 - 13-3011 Yes
629 - 629.48 Yes
16-15-102 Yes
54-41 a - 54-41t Yes
11 DeI.C.Sect.1336 No
23:541 - 23:556 No
934.01 - 934.10 Yes
16-11-64 Yes
803-41 - 803-48 No
18-6701 - 18-6710 No
38:1088-1 Yes
35-33.5-3-1 No
8088.1 - 8088.9 No
22-2514-22-2516 No
Act No. 12138 No.233 15:1308(A)(2) Yes
10-401 -10-411 Yes
272:99 Yes
626A.01 - 626A.21 No
41-29-501 Yes
33-542.400 - 542.424 No
86-701 - 86-707 Yes
179.410 - 179.515, NRS 200.620 Yes
570-A:1 - A:11 Yes
2A:156A-1 - 156A-26 Yes
30-12-2 - 30-12-11 Yes
813-J-813-M; 814-825 Yes
16.15A No
29-29.2 No
2933.51 - 2933.66 Yes
13:176.7 No
133.723 - 133.739 Yes
18:5701 Yes
12-5.1-1 - 12-5.1-16 Yes
23A- 35A No
40-6-302 No
18.20 No
77-23a-1 - 77-23a-11 No
5:4701 - 4707 No
19.2-61 Yes
9.73 No
62-10-1 No
968.27 - 968.33 Yes
7-3-601-7-3-611 No

Number of Orders
Authorized In 1997

569

6
28

4
8

57
18

17

2
27

2

4

4
10

4
70

1

304

2

1
42
2

3

'Pursuant to provisions of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 18 U.S.C. 2519.
"Includes only those JUrisdictions that enacted legislation during or before calendar year 1996.
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ReportIng JurllCfictlon

TOTAL 1,186 10 73 19 1,094 1,028 28 28 48,871 273 108 78 12 185 529

FEDERAL 569 3 6 563 560 30 29 29,055 118 44 30 4 113 260

ARIZONA
MARICOPA 6 6 4 30 30 232 3 2

CALIFORNIA
AMADOR 1 1 1 1 1
FRESNO 1 1 30 29 1
LOS ANGELES 24 24 13 30 30 911 6 5 13
MONTEREY 1 1 1 18 30 47 1
SONOMA 1 1 30 30

COLORADO
EAGLE 1 18 13
JEFFERSON 1 2
MESA 2 2 30 48 2

CONNECnCUT
HARTFORD 4 4 15 15 51 2 2
LITCHFIELD 4 3 15 27 4

FLORIDA
1ST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(ESCAMBRIA) 5 5 30 82 3
2ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(LEON) 15 15 5 25 30 499 8 3 2 2
4TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(DUVAL) 5 4 30 71 3 2
5TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(LAKE/MARION) 30 29
11TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(DADE) 14 14 4 30 30 500 5 3 5
13TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(HILLSBOROUGH) 4 4 30 11 128 3
15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(PALM BEACH) 2 2 30 46 2
17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(BROWARD) 2 30 29 2
18TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(BREVARD/SEMINOLE) 5 5 5 30 30 157 2 3
19TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(SAINT LUCIE) 4 2 2 30 30 49 4

GEORGIA
BIBB 5 5 20 10 80 4
CHATHAM 1 1 20 10 1
FLOYD 2 2 2 20 20 60 2
GWINNETI 3 3 1 20 20 60 1
ROCKDALE 6 6 1 20 20 114 1 4
TROUP 1 1 , 20 21 14

ILLINOIS

1 IKENDALL 10 10 10
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Table 2
Intercept Orders Issued by Judges During Calendar Year 1997 (Continued)

Atporting Jurtldlctlon

ILUNOIS (Continued)
MOULTRIE 4 1 3 10 10 4 3
ROCK ISLAND 7 4 3 9 7 3 2
WASHINGTON 5 1 4 10 40 4

LOUISIANA
JEFFERSON 30 30
ORLEANS 30 14

MARYLAND
BALTIMORE 19 18 8 24 24 501 8 2 8
BALTIMORE CITY 4 4 30 66 1 1 2
HARFORD 4 4 30 99 1 2

MASSACHUSETTS
SUFFOLK 2 2 15 15 35

MISSISSIPPI
HARRISON 3 3 30 33 2
PONTOTOC 1 1 30 18 1

NEBRASKA
DOUGLAS 2 2 30 49 1
LANCASTER 2 2 25 34 2

NEVADA
CLARK 10 10 4 30 30 159 4 2 2 2

NEW HAMPSHIRE
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 4 2 2 2 10 10 40 3

NEW JERSEY
BERGEN 12 12 9 29 28 2 3 2 4
BURLINGTON 1 1 1 20 10 1
CAMDEN 14 14 8 30 30 3 10
ESSEX 1 20 19 1
HUDSON 9 9 8 20 10 1 2 5
HUNTERDON 1 20 15 1
MERCER 5 5 10 20 10 1 4
MIDDLESEX 8 8 3 20 10 144 5 2
MORRIS 2 2 20 28 2
PASSAIC 7 7 2 27 10 176 2 5
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 9 8 1 2 30 30 90 3 2 2 2
UNION 1 1 20 20 1

NEW MEXICO
OTERO 30 29

NEWVORK
BRONX 1 1 3 30 30 110 1
KINGS 27 5 22 11 30 30 723 7 16 3
MONROE 5 5 1 30 30 132 2 1 2
NASSAU 14 14 17 30 30 688 4 2 6 1
NEW YORK 10 10 48 30 30 1,134 8 1 1

15



ReportIng Jurisdiction

NEW YORK (Continued)
NY ORGANIZED CRIME

TASK FORCE 19 18 30 30 30 1,175 3 4 12
NYC SPECIAL NARCOTICS

BUREAU 162 3 4 3 155 137 30 30 5,969 3 11 7 1 140
ONONDAGA 4 4 8 30 30 124 1 2 1
QUEENS 14 3 14 64 30 30 1,968 1 2 11
RENSSELAER 2 2 30 60 2
ROCKLAND 5 5 8 30 30 352 1 3
SUFFOLK 29 29 11 30 30 801 10 3 4 12
WESTCHESTER 12 2 10 7 30 30 355 3 2 3 3

OHIO
LUCAS 2 2 4 30 30

OREGON
MULTNOMAH 30 9

PENNSYLVANIA
CHESTER 1 19 1
CUMBERLAND 3 2 15 14 3
PHILADELPHIA 18 18 13 30 17 703 5 3 9
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 19 18 5 28 30 417 10 8
WESTMORELAND 1 1 20 18 1

RHODE ISLAND
PROVIDENCE 2 2 30 42

VIRGINIA
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 15 15

WISCONSIN
OCONTO 2 2 30
OUTAGAMIE 1 30 30

'Based on the actual number of intercept devices installed as reported by the proseculing oHicial.
"Combination refers to the number of authorized Interceptions for which more than one location was reported.
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Tlb183
Major Offenses for Which Court-Authorized Intercepts Were Granted

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 2519
January 1Through December 31, 1997

Reporting Jurltdlctlon

TOTAL 1,186 13 98 31 6 22 24 870 93 29

FEDERAL 569 4 20 2 5 4 16 467 30 21

ARIZONA

MARICOPA 6 3

CALIFORNIA

AMADOR 1
FRESNO 1 1
LOS ANGELES 24 3 21
MONTEREY 1 1
SONOMA 1 1

COLORADO

EAGLE 1

JEFFERSON 1
MESA 2 2

CONNECTICUT

HARTFORD 4 4
LITCHFIELD 4 3

FLORIDA

1ST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(ESCAMBRIA) 5 5
2ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(LEON) 15 15
4TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(DUVAL) 5 4
5TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(LAKE/MARION)

11TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(DADE) 14 8 6
13TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(H ILLSBOROUGH) 4 2
15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(PALM BEACH) 2 2
17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(BROWARD) 2 2
18TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(BREVARD/SEMINOLE) 5 5
19TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(SAINT LUCIE) 4 2 2
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Table 3
Major Offenses for Which Court-Authorized Intercepts Were Granted

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 2519
January 1Through December 31, 1997 (Continued)

Reporting Jurisdiction

GEORGIA
BIBB 5 5
CHATHAM 1
FLOYD 2 2
GWINNETT 3 3
ROCKDALE 6 6
TROUP 1 1

ILLINOIS
KENDALL 1 1
MOULTRIE 4 4
ROCK ISLAND 7 2 3
WASHINGTON 5 4 1

LOUISIANA
JEFFERSON
ORLEANS

MARYLAND
BALTIMORE 19 19
BALTIMORE CITY 4 4
HARFORD 4 4

MASSACHUSETTS
SUFFOLK 2

MISSISSIPPI
HARRISON 3 3
PONTOTOC 1 1

NEBRASKA
DOUGLAS 2 1
LANCASTER 2 2

NEVADA
CLARK 10 10

NEW HAMPSHIRE
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 4 2 2

NEW JERSEY
BERGEN 12 6 6
BURLINGTON , 1
CAMDEN 14 14
ESSEX 1
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Table 3
Major Offenses for Which Court-Authorized Intercepts Were Granted

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 2519
January 1Through December 31,1997 (Continued)

Reporting Jurisdiction

HUDSON 9 2 7
NEW JERSEY (Continued)
HUNTERDON 1 1
MERCER 5 5
MIDDLESEX 8 6 2
MORRIS 2 1 1
PASSAIC 7 2 5
STATE ATIORNEY GENERAL 9 8
UNION 1

NEW MEXICO
OTERO

NEW YORK
BRONX 1 1
KINGS 27 16 3 8
MONROE 5 5
NASSAU 14 3 2 2 5
NEW YORK 10 9
NY ORGANIZED CRIME

TASK FORCE 19 9 8
NYC SPECIAL NARCOTICS

BUREAU 162 161
ONONDAGA 4 4
QUEENS 14 2 4 7
RENSSELAER 2 2
ROCKLAND 5 1 4

SUFFOLK 29 5 6 16
WESTCHESTER 12 6 5

OHIO
LUCAS 2 2

OREGON
MULTNOMAH

PENNSYLVANIA
CHESTER 1

CUMBERLAND 3 3
PHILADELPHIA 18 2 16
STATE ATIORNEY GENERAL 19 5 4 10

Note: This table shows the most serious offense for each court-authorized interception.
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Table 3
Major Offenses for Which Court-Authorized Intercepts Were Granted

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 2519
January 1Through December 31, 1997 (Continued)

Reporting Jurisdiction

WESTMORELAND
RHODE ISLAND
PROVIDENCE

VIRGINIA
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL

WISCONSIN
OCONTO
OUTAGAMIE

2

2
1

2

20
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TOTAL

FEDERAL

ARIZONA
MARICOPA

CALIFORNIA
AMADOR
FRESNO
LOS ANGELES
MONTEREY
SONOMA

COLORADO
EAGLE
JEFFERSON
MESA

CONNECTICUT
HARTFORD
LITCHFIELD

Table 4
Summary of Interceptions of Wire, Oral, or Electronic Communications

January 1Through December 31, 1997*

Average Number
r Order When Instilled··

Orders
for Which Incrlml-

Number Intercepts Persons natlng
Authorized Instilled I ted Int. ts Intere s

1,186 1,094 197 2,081 418

569 563 230 2,508 394

6 6 85 4,125 768

1 1 1 1
1 1 1 262

24 24 15 1,140 176
1 1 25 58 34
1 1 138 2,111 13

1 1 1 50 24
1 NR NR NR NR
2 2 45 430 130

4 4 50 251 157
4 3 10 71 20

FLORIDA
1ST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(ESCAMBRIA)
2ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(LEON)
4TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(DUVAL)
5TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(LAKE/MARION)
11TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(DADE)
13TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(HILLSBOROUGH)
15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(PALM BEACH)
17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(BROWARD)
18TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(BREVARD/SEMINOLE)
19TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

(SAINT LUCIE)

GEORGIA
BIBB
CHATHAM
FLOYD
GWINNETI
ROCKDALE
TROUP

ILLINOIS
KENDALL
MOULTRIE

5

15

5

14

4

2

2

5

4

5
1
2
3
6
1

1
4

5

15

4

14

4

2

5

2

5
1
2
3
6
1

1
3

21

9 764 54

44 1,162 184

21 462 28

2,848 2.341 435

113 1,907 380

33 2,638 676

37 827 402

107 2,636 1,348

313 622 38

26 234 24

30 992 172
25 502 422
26 1,245 2

7 1,511 157
1,553 1,124 37
1,586 793 10

1 19 19
2 1 1



11b1e4
Summary of Interceptions ofWire, Oral, or Electronic Communications

January 1Through December 31,1997 (Contlnued)*

Average Number
Der Order When Installed"

Orders
for Which Incrlmi-

Reporting Number Intlrctpts Persons niling
JurIIdIctIon Authorized Installed Intercepted InterceDts Intercepts

IWNOtS (Continued)
ROCK ISLAND 7 3 1 3 3
WASHINGTON 5 4 2 2 2

LOUiSIANA
JEFFERSON 45 2,686 200
ORLEANS 43 1,385 198

MARYLAND
BALTIMORE 19 18 105 1,251 87
BALTIMORE CITY 4 4 639 335 45
HARFORD 4 4 261 1,354 141

MASSACHUSETTS
SUFFOLK 2 2 7 253 128

MISSiSSIPPI
HARRISON 3 3 111 899 119
PONTOTOC 1 1 31 1,504 483

NEBRASKA
DOUGLAS 2 2 45 3,846 114
LANCASTER 2 2 51 475 10

NEVADA
CLARK 10 10 62 413 2

NEW HAMPSHIRE
STATE ATIORNEY GENERAL 4 2 259 498 29

NEW JERSEY
BERGEN 12 NR NR NR NR
BURLINGTON 1 NR NR NR NR
CAMDEN 14 NR NR NR NR
ESSEX 1 1 690 345 65
HUDSON 9 NR NR NR NR
HUNTERDON 1 1 690 340 118
MERCER 5 NR NR NR NR
MIDDLESEX 8 8 36 1,258 435
MORRIS 2 2 41 885 305
PASSAIC 7 7 29 424 19
STATE ATIORNEY GENERAL 9 1 43 1,551 231
UNION 1 1 25 565

NEW MEXICO
OTERO 70 384 106

NEW YORK
BRONX 1 1 29 7,000 4,000
KINGS 27 22 96 2,384 1,659
MONROE 5 5 26 1,964 90
NASSAU 14 14 54 1,296 593
NEW YORK 10 10 38 8,458 163
NY ORGANIZED CRIME TASK FORCE 19 18 139 5,619 3,176
NYC SPECIAL NARCOTICS BUREAU 162 155 17 777 178
ONONDAGA 4 4 11 951 1
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Table 4
Summary of Interceptions of Wire, Oral, or Electronic Communications

January 1Through December 31,1997 (Contlnued)*

AV«Igt Number
Order When In8t8l1ed**

Orders
for Which Incrlmi·

Reporting Number Intercepts nating
JurIIdIctIon Authorized Iftltllled I s

NEW YORK (ContinUed)
QUEENS 14 14 525 10,214 2,812
RENSSELAER 2 2 2 306 192
ROCKLAND 5 5 5,437 3,101 456
SUFFOLK 29 29 310 1,095 243
WESTCHESTER 12 10 14 1,122 721

OHIO
LUCAS 2 NR NR NR NR

OREGON
MULTNOMAH 169 1,000 125

PENNSYLVANIA
CHESTER 1 NR NR NR NR
CUMBERLAND 3 2 28 66
PHILADELPHIA 18 18 68 1,671 164
STATE ATIORNEY GENERAL 19 18 40 m 208
WESTMORELAND 1 1 2,313 1,156 1,117

RHODE ISLAND
PROVIDENCE 2 2 5 406 232

VIRGINIA
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 185 899

WISCONSIN
OCONTO 2
OUTAGAMIE 1 50 100 100

'NR = Not Reported.
"Excludes those reports for which the number of persons intercepted, the number of intercepts, and the number of incriminating intercepts were not
reported.
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Table 5
Average Cost per Order

January 1Through December 31, 1997*

Authorized Intercept
Orders for Which Orders Average Cost

Reporting Intercepts for Which Cost per Order
Jur~ctlon Installed Reported.. in $

TOTAL 1,094 1,029 61,176

FEDERAL 563 550 82,107

ARIZONA
MARICOPA 6 6 115,656

CALIFORNIA
AMADOR 1 1 256
FRESNO 1 1 5,060
LOS ANGELES 24 22 43,985
MONTEREY 1 1 16,165
SONOMA 1 1 37,000

COLORADO
EAGLE 1 1 20
JEFFERSON NR NR NR
MESA 2 2 29,700

CONNECTICUT
HARTFORD 4 4 16,349
LITCHFIELD 3 3 43,336

FLORIDA
1ST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (ESCAMBRIA) 5 5 39,400
2ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (LEON) 15 15 24,043
4TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (DUVAL) 4 4 28,500
5TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (LAKE/MARION) 1 NR NR
11 TH JUDICIAL CIRCU IT (DADE) 14 14 25,881
13TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (HILLSBOROUGH) 4 4 70,605
15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (PALM BEACH) 2 2 16,450
17TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (BROWARD) 1 NR NR
18TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (BREVARD/SEMINOLE) 5 NR NR
19TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT (SAINT LUCIE) 2 NR NR

GEORGIA
BIBB 5 NR NR
CHATHAM 1 1 23,549
FLOYD 2 2 15,690
GWINNETT 3 3 63,070
ROCKDALE 6 6 15,000
TROUP 1 NR NR

ILLINOIS
KENDAll 1 NR NR
MOULTRIE 3 NR NR
ROCK ISLAND 3 2 132
WASHINGTON 4 3 367

LOUISIANA
JEFFERSON 15,300
ORLEANS 10,380
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